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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments (filed, 1 0/3/2005) with respect to independent claims 1 , 8, 
19 and 25 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant amended independent claims 1, 8, 19 and 25, and canceled claims 13 
and 20. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1 - 7, 19, 21 - 24 and 25 - 29 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 1 , it is unclear as to what applicant actually means in regards to 
"provided less than all of the macro-blocks are characterized as intra coded" as now 
claimed. Clarification is requested. See also claims 19 and 25. 

For the purpose of art rejection, examiner will interpret the above-mentioned 
limitation, as best understood, as "coding mode selector based on the 
judgment/counting of the intra coded macro-block with respect to the predetermined 
threshold". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1 -4, 7 - 11, 14, 16 - 19, 21 and 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 

103(a) as being unpatentable over Brusewitz (US 2003/0021345) in view of Uenoyama 

et al (6,798,837). 

Regarding claim 1, Brusewitz '345 teaches, reducing the resolution of video 
data, (fig. 3) and receiving compressed input data for a frame of a plurality of frames, 
wherein the frame is at a first resolution and comprises a plurality of macro-blocks (fig. 
3, 121, 132) and down sampling the compressed input data to generate compressed 

down-sampled data (fig. 3, 132), and decoding the compressed down-sampled 

data at the second resolution (fig. 3, 134). 

Brusewitz '345 reference is silence in regards to, selecting a data processing 
function according to the number of the macro-blocks characterized as intra coded..., 
as now claimed. However, such features are well known and used in the prior art of 
video coding and decoding as evidenced by Uenoyama '837 (i.e. figs. 4 and 24, col. 9, 
lines 1 - 25). 

Taking the combined teaching of Brusewitz and Uenoyama as a whole, it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
improve the Brusewitz decoding process by incorporating the coding mode selector, as 
taught by Uenoyama, to minimize the deterioration of image qualities. 

Regarding claim 2, combination of Brusewitz and Uenoyama teaches, 
generating MV for the frame (fig. 3, MV of Brusewitz and fig. 1 , 206 of Uenoyama). 
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Regarding claim 3, combination of Brusewitz and Uenoyama teaches, generating 
MV for the frame (fig. 3, MV of Brusewitz). The combined teaching of Brusewitz and 
Uenoyama is silence in regards to averaging the MVs from the input data as claimed. 
However, Official Notice is taken to note that the above feature of averaging MVs is 
notoriously well known in motion compensated video compression to ensure no false 
detection of movement, thus improving the accuracy of motion detection. 

Regarding claims 4, combination of Brusewitz and Uenoyama teaches, wherein 
the input data are compressed according to a discrete cosine transform-based 
compression scheme, wherein the input data comprise discrete cosine transform 
(DCT) coefficients (fig. 3, 132 of Brusewitz). 

Regarding claim 7, combination of Brusewitz and Uenoyama teaches, media 
data are selected from the group consisting of, video data, audio data... as claimed 
(Uenoyama, fig. 1, video signal). 

Regarding claims 8 - 9, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 10, which is substantially similar in scope as claim 1 , therefore, 
the grounds for rejecting claim 1 also applies here. As for the additional limitation of 
motion compensation as claimed, please see (col. 6, lines 60 - 69 of Uenoyama). 

Regarding claim 1 1, the limitations as claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 14, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claim 1 . 
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Regarding claims 16 - 17, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and 
rejected with respect to claims 3 - 4. 

Regarding claim 18, combination of Brusewitz and Uenoyama teaches, 
quantization parameter (fig. 1, 208 of Uenoyama). 

Regarding claim 19, the limitations claimed are the system corresponding to the 
methods of claim 1 , which have been analyzed and rejected with respect to claim 1 . 
Brusewitz discloses a corresponding system (fig. 3). 

Regarding claim 21 , combination of Brusewitz and Uenoyama teaches, motion 
vector generator coupled to the input buffer (fig. 22, of Uenoyama). 

Regarding claim 23, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claim 4. 

Regarding claim 24, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claim 7. 

6. Claims 5-6, 12, 15, 22, 25 ■ 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brusewitz (US 2003/0021345) and Uenoyama et al (6,798,837) 
further in view of Vetro et al (US 6,671,322). 

Regarding claim 5, combination of Brusewitz and Uenoyama teaches, generating 
an output data stream at the second resolution (fig. 4, abstract of Brusewitz), and 
furthermore teaches a compression rate to limit the coding amount to a predetermined 
bit-rate (col. 1 1 , lines 26 - 35 of Uenoyama). 
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Combination of Brusewitz and Uenoyama reference is silence in regards to the 
details of determination of a bit rate for the output data stream using DCT coefficients 
from the input data as claimed. However, such features are well known and used in the 
prior art of video coding/decoding as evidenced by Vetro '322 (i.e. figs. 1 - 2, col. 2, 
lines 1 - 67, col. 3, lines 1 - 9). 

Taking the combined teaching of Brusewitz and Uenoyama and Vetro as a 
whole, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to improve the compression process by controlling the bit allocation as taught 
by Vetro to have the desired output bit-rate. 

Regarding claim 6, the combined teaching of Brusewitz, Uenoyama and Vetro 
makes obvious the claimed input data are encoded according to a first compression 
scheme and the output data stream are encoded according to a second compression 
scheme (col. 9, lines 38 - 44 of Uenoyama). 

Regarding claim 12, combination of Brusewitz and Uenoyama teaches, decoding 
the compressed down-sampled data to generate decompressed down-sampled data 
(fig. 4, 160 of Brusewitz). The combined teaching of Brusewitz and Uenoyama is 
silence in regards to, up-sampling the decompressed down-sampled data. However, 
such features are well known and used in the prior art of video coding/decoding as 
evidenced by Vetro '322 (i.e. fig. 1 1a, 1 191 ). 

Taking the combined teaching of Brusewitz and Uenoyama and Vetro as a 
whole, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to incorporate an up-sampler in the modified system/method of Brusewitz 
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and Uenoyama to up-sample the down-sampled image to generate the original image 
resolution as claimed. 

Regarding claim 15, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claim 12. 

Regarding claim 22, combination of Brusewitzand Uenoyama teaches, 
generating an output data stream at the second resolution (fig. 4, abstract of 
Brusewitz), and furthermore teaches quantization parameter (fig. 17 of Uenoyama). 
The combined teaching of Brusewitz and Uenoyama is silence in regards to the details 
of determination of a bit rate. However, such features are well known and used in the 
prior art of video coding/decoding as evidenced by Vetro '322 (i.e. figs. 1 - 2, col. 2, 
lines 1 - 67, col. 3, lines 1 - 9). 

Taking the combined teaching of Brusewitz and Uenoyama and Vetro as a 
whole, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to improve the compression process by controlling the bit allocation as taught 
by Vetro to have the desired output bit-rate. 

Regarding claim 25, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claims 8 and 12. 

Regarding claims 26 - 28, combination of Brusewitz, Uenoyama and Vetro 

teaches motion vectors (fig. 5, 560 of Vetro, fig. 8 of Uenoyama and fig. 3 of 

Brusewitz), and averaging MV, in claim 27 (fig. 5, MV mapping of Vetro), and input data 
comprises DCT coefficients, in claim 28 (fig. 3, 132 of Brusewitz). 
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Regarding claim 29, the limitations claimed have been analyzed and rejected 
with respect to claim 22. 

Contact 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Behrooz Senfi whose telephone 
number is (571)272-7339. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on (571) 272-7418. 
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Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 



Washington, D.C. 20231 



Or faxed to: 



(571) 273-8300 



Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Randolph Building, 401 Dulany 
Street, Alexandria, Va. 22314. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relative to the status of the application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office 
whose telephone number is (571) 272-6000. 
B. M. S. 
12/22/2005 



' VULE \ 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 




